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1st Session Vote No. 388 Page S-12169 Temp. Record
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS/Export Loan Guarantees
SUBJECT: Department of Defense Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1996 . . . S. 1087. Stevens motion to table the
Bumpers modified amendment No. 2395.
ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 53-46
SYNOPSIS: As reported, S. 1087, the Department of Defense Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1996, will appropriate

$242.7 billion for the military functions of the Department of Defense for fiscal year 1996, which is $6.4 billion more the
requested and $2.3 billion less than the fiscal year (FY) 1995 funding level.

The Bumpers amendmentwould limit the total amount of loans that may be guaranteed under the new defense export lo
guarantee program to $5 billion (instead of $15 billion) and would further mandate that any exposure fee would haveby be pa
the country involved, and that any such fee could not be financed as part of the loan guaranteed by the United States.

Debate was limited by unanimous consent. Following debate, Senator Stevens moved to table the Bumpers amendment. Gel
those favoring the motion to table opposed the amendment; those opposing the motion to table favored the amendment.

Those favoringthe motion to table contended:

A few days ago, the Senate rejected a Bumpers amendment to the defense authorization bill to kill this new defense expol
program (see vote No. 357). We have already explained why this new program will have no cost to the American taxpayers. We
also explained that it will result in sales only to a few select allies, and that it will greatly benefit American defeastocsaint
Senators who accepted those explanations last week in voting against the previous Bumpers amendment should vote agai
amendment as well, because it would effectively kill the program by denying it adequate funding.

This bill will set the total amount that may be guaranteed under the new program at $15 billion. The Bumpers amendment w
reduce that amount to $5 billion. A $5 billion guarantee is too small. Many arms sales are for more than $1 billion. Allawing u
$15 billion in guarantees is a good beginning; allowing only $5 billion in guarantees would be barely enough to starathe prog

(See other side)
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We voted against the straightforward attempt to kill this new program a few days ago, and we will vote against todayts attempt
kill it by shrinking it into oblivion.

Those opposinghe motion to table contended:

A majority of our colleagues would not join with us last week to kill this proposal to guarantee weapons sales to foreign
governments, many of which are broke and have no business buying weapons in the first place. Countries like Turkey and the
Philippines, which will be eligible for these taxpayer-guaranteed loans, are poor credit risks. Further, they should imgt be buy
billions of dollars worth of weapons when they have so many destitute citizens who are in need of care. This Bumpers amendment
is more modest than the Bumpers amendment that our colleagues previously rejected. Instead of killing the program, it would lim
the amount that would be guaranteed to $5 billion. Thus, the maximum amount the American taxpayers could end up losing would
be $5 billion. We think this amendment is reasonable, and urge our colleagues to give it their support.



